Abstract. Transport costs have always been an important dimension in regional science. It is therefore remarkable that regional science and transport economics have developed in a rather unconnected way. Although being distinct, the routes of the two were parallel, and there are signs that the two fields will get closer to each other. This paper further discusses long run trends in transport costs and the potential spatial consequences. The main conclusion is that although in terms of money and time, the performance of transport has improved enormously, many economic activities have not become footloose to the extent as expressed by the notion of 'death of distance'. One of the reasons discussed is the role of transaction costs, some being clearly related with distance.
Introduction
Many of the ideas in both regional science and transport economics emerged from mainstream economics and, to a lesser extent, engineering. The major issues of transportation research had already been introduced during the nineteenth century with issues such as the appropriate pricing of uncongested infrastructure in Dupuit's famous example of the bridge, and the identification of the natural monopoly situation of the railways. Similarly, von Thünen's analysis of agricultural land-use can be interpreted as an early study on transport land-use interactions. Early location theorists such as Weber (1909) clearly understood the link between location and transport, an approach fully developed by Isard (1951) . As early as 1928 Predöhl
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had proposed a general theory, which integrated the two and showed their relationship to the mainstream concerns of microeconomics. This was not restated until the classic contribution of Moses (1958) . Increasingly, however, the technical development of economics during the twentieth century ignored the problems both traditions had posed. The treatment of space and time together proved too difficult for these new technical traditions of economics, so regional science and transport economics set off on two distinct, but parallel, routes.
Regional science has concerned itself with the basic interaction of space and all types of economic activity. Transport economics (we concentrate here on the contribution of the more focussed discipline of transport economics rather than the wider field of transport research) was dominated by three broad, but interrelated issues: the issue of choice, and particularly that of the discrete choice involved in choice of mode or destination; the appraisal of transport improvements, and hence the evaluation of non-marketed resources such as time; and the institutional and market arrangements through which transport was supplied. Curiously, there has been only a limited overlap in these interests, and very few scientists have attempted to work in both traditions (the present authors claim to be among the rare examples). This has led to the interesting treatment of the other's main interests from each side. Regional science has often treated transport as an implicitly perfectly competitive black box, so that distance and time became all important, more so than prices and costs (and how these would be differently determined by different market structures or rules in transport). Conversely, while recognising the imperfections of the transport market, transport economists typically assumed that the rest of the economy was essentially in perfect competition such that users' demands for transport exactly reflected their willingness to pay.
Only with the recent development of a more formal spatial economics, the socalled "new economic geography", using -in the words of Paul Krugman (1998) -various "tricks" to make the problems more tractable, has there been any tendency towards a rapprochement enabling the reintegration of all three traditions, transportation research, regional science and mainstream economics. Some of the tricks tend to ignore the concerns of vested interests. The use of Samuelson's "iceberg" transport costs is an example of this: the failure to account for the ways in which the conditions under which transport is supplied may affect transport costs. Whether such a process of rapprochement will succeed will depend, at least to some extent, on overcoming stubbornly entrenched positions in all three fields.
In this article we have not set out to provide a comprehensive survey of the vast research efforts expounded at the interface of transport economics and regional science (for this we refer the reader to a collection of classics such as Berechman et al. 1996 , or the Handbooks in Transport, edited by Button and Hensher). Our more modest aim has been to examine how the two areas of research have treated their common interest in space, as represented by distance, and in particular the shrinking of distance as a cost in economic activity. In the next section we give a closer view to the emergence of regional science as a separate field of research since the 1950s. We find that, although the ambitions were to create a multidisciplinary forum for research, regional science was in practice forcefully driven by inputs from the discipline of economics, which was very dynamic at that time.
